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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 38, 39, 45 and 55-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Roth, U.S. Patent No. 
5,131,045 (hereinafter Roth) in view of Carter et al, U.S. 
Patent No. 4,608,460 (hereinafter Carter). 

Regarding claim 38, Roth discloses a method in a voice 
response system for receiving input of a keyword, the method 
comprising : 

providing a list of keyword characters, each keyword having 
an output utterance that is an audio representation of the 
keyword; 

receiving from a user a key sequence with a key of the key 
sequence representing multiple characters; 
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identifying from the received sequence without other input 
from the user those keywords of the list whose initial 
characters match the possible characters of the received key 
sequence; 

after identifying the keywords of the list that match, 

outputting data corresponding to identified keywords; 
prompting the user to select an identified keyword by 

speaking the output utterance corresponding to the keyword 

to be selected; 

after outputting the data, inputting from the user an input 
utterance corresponding to one of the output utterances; and 

recognizing the input utterance using a constrained 
recognition grammar that is constrained by the output utterances 
corresponding to the identified keywords such that the input 
utterance can only be recognized as one of the identified 
keywords (see Figure 2) . 

Further regarding claim 38, Roth does not explicitly teach 
the data is an output utterance. All the same, Carter covers 
this feature (see column 6) . And so, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was made to modify Roth wherein the data is an output utterance 
as shown by Carter, This modification would have improved the 
system's user friendliness by informing the user of various 
matches . 

Regarding claim 39, see Figure 2 of Roth. 
Regarding claim 45, see Figure 2 of Roth. 

Regarding claim 55, Roth discloses a voice response system 
that receives input of a keyword from a user, comprising: 

a component that provides a list of keywords of characters, 
each keyword having an output utterance that is an audio 
representation of the keyword; 

a component that receives from a user a key sequence with a 
key of the key sequence representing multiple characters; 

a component that identifies from the received key sequence 
without other input from the user those keywords of the list 
whose initial characters match the possible characters of the 
received key sequence; 

a component that, after identifying the keywords of the 
list that match, outputs data corresponding to identified 
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keywords and prompts the user to select an identified keyword by 
speaking the output utterance corresponding to the keyword to be 
selected; and 

a component that, after outputting the data, inputs from 
the user an input utterance corresponding to one of the output 
utterances, and 

a component that recognizes the input utterance using a 
constrained recognition grammar that is constrained by the 
output utterances corresponding to the identified keywords such 
that the input utterance can only be recognized as one of the 
identified keywords (see Figure 2) . 

Further regarding claim 55, Roth does not explicitly teach 
the data is an output utterance. All the same. Carter covers 
this feature (see column 6) . And so, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Roth wherein the data is an output utterance 
as shown by Carter. This modification would have improved the 
system's user friendliness by informing the user of various 
matches . 



Regarding claim 56, see Figure 2 of Roth. 
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Regarding claim 57, see columns 6 and 7 of Roth, 

3. Claims 40-42, 44, 46-50 and 52-54 rejected under 35 U.S.C § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Roth combined with Carter in 
further view of McAllister et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,421,672 
(hereinafter McAllister) . 

As per claim 40, the combination of Roth and Carter fails 
to show the utterances of the identified keywords are output in 
an order based on a weighting factor. Regardless, McAllister 
covers this feature (see column 4) . For this reason, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify the combination of 
Roth and Carter wherein the utterances of the identified 
keywords are output in an order based on a weighting factor as 
shown by McAllister. This modification would have improved the 
system's user friendliness by intelligently prompting the user 
for further information as suggested by McAllister (see column 
2) . 

Regarding claim 41, the combination of Roth and Carter as 
modified by McAllister inherently teaches the claimed feature. 
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Regarding claim 42, the combination of Roth and Carter as 
modified by McAllister inherently teaches the claimed feature - 

On the issue of claim 44, although Roth shows the key 
sequence is a dual tone multi-frequency (see Figure 2) , the 
combination of Roth and Carter fails to show the utterances of 
the identified keywords are output in an order based on a 
weighting factor. Regardless, McAllister covers this feature 
(see column 4) . For this reason, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to further modify the combination of Roth and Carter 
wherein the utterances of the identified keywords are output in 
an order based on a weighting factor as shown by McAllister. 
This modification would have improved the system's user 
friendliness by intelligently prompting the user for further 
information as suggested by McAllister (see column 2) . 

As per claim 46, neither Roth nor Carter shows the 
inputting from the user a selection of the utterances includes 
the user speaking an alphanumeric character associated with an 
utterance. All the same, McAllister teaches this limitation this 
limitation (see column 10) . Consequently, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify the combination of Roth and 
Carter wherein the inputting from the user a selection of one of 
the utterances includes the user speaking an alphanumeric 
character associated with an utterance as shown by McAllister. 
This modification would have improved the system's flexibility 
by providing an alternate selection means. 

As per claim 47, neither Roth nor Carter shows the 
inputting from the user a selection of the utterances includes 
receiving from the user a selection of a key corresponding to 
the utterance. All the same, McAllister teaches this limitation 
this limitation (see column 10) . Consequently, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify the combination of Roth and 
Carter wherein the inputting from the user a selection of one of 
the utterances includes receiving from the user a selection of a 
key corresponding to the utterance as shown by McAllister. This 
modification would have improved the system's flexibility by 
providing an alternate selection means. 
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Regarding claim 48, Roth discloses a computer-readable 
medium encoded with instructions for controlling a voice 
response system to receive input of a keyword, by a method 
comprising: 

providing a list of keyword characters, each keyword having 
an output utterance that is an audio representation of the 
keyword; 

receiving from a user a key sequence with a key of the key 
sequence representing multiple characters, each key represented 
as a dual tone multi-frequency key; 

identifying from the received sequence without other input 
from the user those keywords of the list whose initial 
characters match the possible characters of the received key 
sequence; 

after identifying the keywords of the list that match, 

outputting data corresponding to identified keywords; 
prompting the user to select an identified keyword by 

speaking the output utterance corresponding to the keyword 

to be selected; 

after outputting the data, inputting from the user an input 
utterance corresponding to one of the output utterances; and 
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recognizing the input utterance using a constrained 
recognition grammar that is constrained by the output utterances 
corresponding to the identified keywords such that the input 
utterance can only be recognized as one of the identified 
keywords (see Figure 2) . 

Further regarding claim 48, Roth does not explicitly teach 
the data is an output utterance. All the same, Carter covers 
this feature (see column 6) . l\nd so, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Roth wherein the data is an output utterance 
as shown by Carter. This modification would have improved the 
system's user friendliness by informing the user of various 
matches . 

Again on the subject of claim 48, the combination of Roth 
and Carter fails to show outputting the utterances in an order 
based on a weighting factor for the utterances. Regardless, 
McAllister covers this feature (see column 4), For this reason, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
combination of Roth and Carter with outputting the utterances in 
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an order based on a weighting factor for the utterances as shown 
by McAllister- This modification would have improved the 
system's user friendliness by intelligently prompting the user 
for further information as suggested by McAllister (see column 
2) . 



Claim 49 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 41. 
Claim 50 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 42. 



Regarding claim 52, see Figure 2 of Roth. 

Claim 53 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 46. 

Claim 54 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 47. 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are deemed 
to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground (s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 



Application/Control Page 12 

Number: 09/621,715 
Art Unit: 2614 

reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) • 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Olisa 
Anwah whose telephone number is 571-272-7533. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8.30 AM to 6 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang can be 
reached on 571-272-7547. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
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are 571-273-8300 for regular communications and 571-273-8300 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2600. 




